Parliamentary Government in England
wiiether he was ready for a general election is a very
small step. The implication of Professor Keith's argu-
ment is the inescapable one that the King must exert
himself to secure a majority for the particular political
configuration he happens to approve. That is the policy
of George III; and its inherent assumption is that the
King is not neutral but engaged in pressing forward a
policy of his own. What is striking in the picture drawn
for us is the absence of any suggestion that it was not
less the duty of the King to inform himself of the mind
of that part of the Labour Party—as Professor Keith
notes an overwhelming part—which did not follow Mr*
MacDonald. In the Ulster crisis he was at pains to inform
himself of Opposition opinion; and the Buckingham
Palace Conference of 1914 was called out of his desire
for accommodation. In 1931 he paid no attention at all
to the psychological effects of his action on the Labour
Party.
Here Professor Keith's second argument becomes
important. The general election, he points out, resulted
in an overwhelming majority for the National Govern-
ment; the inference we are asked to draw is that this is an
ex post facto justification of the King's decision. But this is
to argue that whenever a Government formed under the
direct auspices of the Crown is able to secure a majority,
that makes the action of the King in securing its forma-
tion a constitutional action. This is surely dangerous
doctrine. It means that the King is entitled to force the
resignation of ministers whenever, in his judgment, they
&$ve forfeited popular confidence; if the new Govern-
mc^4>btains a majority at the polls, this is held to validate
his actfofc. That, of course, is the position Mr* Balfour
played for hi the crisis over the House of Lords in 1910-
ii; and it wa^ implicit in the suggestion during the
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